The recent destructive earthquakes in Wenchuan (China), L'Aquila (Italy), Port-au-Prince (Haiti), Christchurch (New Zealand), and Tohoku (Japan) have reignited the discussion over seismic safety.
Several scientists [e.g., Stein et al., 2012; Wyss et al., 2012] have questioned the reliability of some seismic hazard maps based on the probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA)-a widely used probabilistic approach that estimates the likelihood of various levels of ground shaking occurring at a given location in a given future time period-raising an intense discussion on this specific point [Hanks et al., 2012; Frankel, 2013; Stein et al., 2013] .
A profound misconception about PSHA has been made by some scientists [International Seismic Safety Organization, 2012; Wyss et al., 2012; Peresan and Panza, 2012] , who have claimed that the probabilistic approach is unacceptable for public safety policy and that citizens have to be protected against the maximum credible earthquake (MCE) no matter how infrequent it may be. Specifically, they propose to replace PSHA with the socalled neo-deterministic seismic hazard assessment (NDSHA), which consists of an MCE-based hazard scenario (hereafter, MCE scenario). This approach has been described in Panza et al. [2012] and references therein, and it has been proposed to the Italian government as a procedure to define the building code in Italy In his paper, Allen [1995] also pointed out that the definition of MCE must implicitly assume (more or less consciously) a time window; for example, MCE is the largest earthquake expected in one region during the current tectonic regime. The existence of a time window creates a strong link between the MCE scenario and PSHA. One can interpret the MCE time window as the "return period" of PSHA [Hanks and Cornell, 1994] but the role and responsibility of scientists in the decision making process is often unclear. We need to clarify these roles and responsibilities; the recent conviction of seven scientists and decision makers after the L'Aquila earthquake emphasizes the importance of this need [Marzocchi, 2012] .
It is our duty as scientists to estimate hazard with pure intentions remaining focused only on describing the natural process; we must not allow the implied risk to affect our hazard estimates. 
